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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
EASTERN DIVISION

INRE: E. 1. DU PONT DE

NEMOURS AND COMPANY C-8

PERSONAL INJURY LITIGATION,
Civil Action 2:13-md-2433
CHIEF JUDGE EDMUND A. SARGUS, JR.
Magistrate Judge Elizabeth P. Deavers

This document relates to:

Bartlett v. E. 1. du Pont de Nemours and

Company, Case No. 2:13-CV-0170

MOTIONS IN LIMINE ORDER NO. 1
August 24-25, 2015 Hearing on Motions in Limine

This matter came before the Court on August 24 and 25, 2015, for an in person hearing
on the parties’ forty (40) motions in limine. (ECF Nos. 4069, 4070, 4071, 4072, 4073, 4074,
4075, 4076, 4077, 4078, 4080, 4081, 4082, 4083, 4084, 4085, 4086, 4087, 4088, 4089, 4090,
4091, 4092, 4093, 4094, 4095, 4096, 4097, 4098, 4099, 4100, 4101, 4102, 4103, 4104, 4105,
4107, 4108, 4110, 4111.) Upon consideration of the parties’ briefs and their arguments
presented at the hearing, and in recognition of the withdrawal of certain motions by the moving
party, the Court concluded as follows:

1. The motions in limine found at ECF Nos. 4069, 4070, 4071, 4072, 4074, 4075, 4076,
4077, 4080, 4081, 4082, 4083, 4084, 4086, 4087, 4088, 4089, 4090, 4091, 4092, 4093, 4094,
4095, 4096, 4097, 4098, 4099, 4100, 4101, 4102, 4103, 4104, 4105, 4107, 4108, 4110, 4111
were GRANTED, DENIED, GRANTED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART, AND FOUND

MOOT in accordance with the conclusions made by the Court on the record at the hearing.
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With regard to the motions that were rendered moot or withdrawn, because the nonmovant did
not oppose the request, the subject matter of the motion cannot be utilized without prior approval
of the Court.

2. The Court will issue separate decisions on the issues of obesity as a potential cause of
Mrs. Bartlett’s disease, the Tennant’s farm and prior lawsuit, and the Weinberg Group. These
issues are addressed in Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine No. 6, DuPont’s Motion in Limine No. 7, and
DuPont’s Motion in Limine No. 15. (ECF Nos. 4073, 4078, 4085.)

3. Plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike Related to DuPont’s Response in Opposition to Plaintiffs’
Motion in Limine No. 4 is DENIED. (ECF No. 4179.)

IT IS SO ORDERED.
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DATE EDMUND/A. SARGUS, JR.
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




